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MUNICIPAL AND UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATION

unverified deductive reasoning and abstract generalisations,

of its apotheosis of “ the economic man ”, exclusively in-

spired by the motive of pecuniary self-interest, and of its

passionate defence of the rights of property as against the

needs of humanity. And, secondly, our common faith in the

practicability and urgent necessity of a concrete science of

society implemented through historical research, personal

observation and statistical verification. I quote from the

account that Hewins has himself given of his eight years'

connection with the London School of Economics, at first a

sickly infant, of doubtful parentage, born into an indifferent

if not hostile world, for whose survival, through the first

years of infancy and steady progress in size and stature, he

was so largely responsible.

It was at the close of 1894 [W. A. S. Hewins writes], when I was

giving a course of lectures at Hove on Social History, that Sidney Webb
asked me if I would go and see him and his wife, as they wanted to

consult me about the organisation of certain lectures. Sidney Webb
was then chairman of the Technical Education Board of the London

County Council. I found he had become executor of the will of a

Mr. Henry Hutchinson, who had recently died leaving £10,000. . . .

After consulting counsel, Webb had decided to devote part of this

money to the foundation of an institution on the lines of the ficole des

Sciences Politiques, Paris. Further, the Technical Education Board of

the London County Council decided to organise lectures on higher

commercial subjects, and Webb wanted my advice as to the way in

which these two schemes might be combined to form a new institution

in London for the higher study of economics and political science

and training suitable for those engaged in administration or business.

I drew up this scheme and we discussed it at 41 Grosvenor Road.

There was then no idea that I should organise the proposed new
institution; Webb consulted me as an outside expert, as I have no

doubt he consulted other people. . . . On March 29th, 1895, I received

another letter formally asking me to undertake the organisation of the

proposed school, and accepted.

The work proceeded rapidly. This depended mainly upon Sidney

and Beatrice Webb and myself, and I shall always look back on the

period during which I worked with them as one of the happiest and

most productive in my life. We met almost daily and never had a

dispute during the eight years I was so closely associated with them.

We desired that the lectures and investigations held at the School
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should be representative of all branches of economics and political

science, and no differentiation against persons was to be allowed on
the grounds of sex, religion, or economic or political views. Full pro-

vision was to be made for training for business administration, and
for the central or local governments; for library work; the higher
forms of research; the publication of monographs upon special subjects.

The first business was the acquisition of suitable premises. We began
on a small scale and took the ground floor of No. 9 John Street,

Adelphi, for class work, and official business, and obtained the co-

operation of the Society of Arts and the London Chamber of Com-
merce for numerous courses of lectures. . . . Within two months of
my acceptance of the Directorship of the School, we were in a position

to announce provisional arrangements for the autumn session. . . .

We quickly moved from No. 9 John Street, Adelphi, to 10 Adelphi
Terrace. As we did not require the two top floors, we let them to a

great friend and benefactor. Miss Charlotte Payne Townshend, who
soon afterwards became the wife of George Bernard Shaw. The
generosity of Mr. Passmore Edwards and Lord Rothschild then
enabled us to build a new School in Clare Market. Since those days

the building has been vastly extended and the entrance changed from
Clare Market to Houghton Street, and there the work is still carried

on. Mrs. Bernard Shaw and Bertrand Russell generously helped by
enabling us to give research studentships. . . . When I think of the

first days of the School of Economics at No. 9 John Street, Adelphi,
and contemplate the great organisation which has grown from those

beginnings, I can only feel that I was privileged, along with my
colleagues, to take part in a great romance. Difficulties appeared from
day to day, only to be overcome. Although we represented different

schools of thought and were on different sides of politics, I cannot
remember any incident which disturbed the harmony of our relations

during those early years or which interfered in any way with the rapid
N

progress of our great undertaking. . . .
l

The truth implicit in W. A. S. Hewins' demure and dis-

creet statement lies in the fact that he and we were far too

absorbed in pushing the School into a sound position to

have either the time or the inclination to quarrel over

political and economic dogmas. For there were overt and
hidden enemies, not a few of them, intent on blocking the

way for this new departure in university teaching, this new
laboratory of sociological research. They were beaten, bless

1 The Apologia of an Imperialist, by W. A. S. Hewins, pp. 24-8.
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Anglican voluntary schools on the rates, the breakaway of

Chamberlain from the Conservative Government in 1903,

and the starting of the tariff reform campaign (which inci-

dentally deprived us of Hewins as Director of the School of

Economics)—all this political, economic and religious fer-

ment, ending in the outstanding triumph of the Liberal

Party at the polls early in 1906, giving us a firmly estab-

lished Liberal Government right up to the outbreak of the

Great War. How can I mould this medley of events into a

single act in the absorbing drama of Our Partnership?
“ Why not have one chapter on the unification of London

education, and another on the social and political environ-

ment in which this unification took place? ” suggests the

Other One. “ That sounds sensible; also it follows the

pattern of the three chapters dated 1892-8.” Then, after a

pause: “It might be possible, though difficult, up to 1 901-2.

But, when once you took to wire-pulling about the proposed

London Education Act, our social environment changed.

For good or for evil, we were compelled, if we wished to

succeed, to seek out those personages who could help to

carry out our policy. How else can we explain our associa-

tion with Anglican bishops, other than Dr. Creighton who
was an old friend, and even with Catholic priests? Why did

we become intimate with Conservative Cabinet Ministers?

And how else could we have secured Rosebery as second

president of the School of Economics, and Lord Rothschild

(of all persons in the world) as third president, with a hand-

some donation of £5000? Why did our dear friend Haldane

insist on introducing us to other members of the Liberal

League, even to the uncongenial Perks? The explanation is

simple. It chanced that with all these personages we hap-

pened to find, during that particular period of Our Partner-

ship—a common purpose—the unification of education, and

its wide extension under a directly elected authority. No:

I am afraid I must keep all the entries together for each

successive year in chronological order. What I think I will

do is to split the period of 1899-1906 into two chapters.

The first, 1899-1902, will be concerned in the main with
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the unification of secondary, technological and university

education, including scientific research, all departments

which you happened to be administering in one way or

another. The second chapter, 1903-5, will centre round

your successful wire-pulling for the re- drafting of the

London Education Bill, which proposed to make the metro-

politan boroughs the education authority, into the London

Education Act of 1903, which established the London

County Council as supreme authority over all rate-supported

or subsidised education and research throughout the metro-

polis. To which I shall add entries from the diary recount-

ing your patiently pursued persuasion of the Progressive

Party during the last three years of its dominance, 1 9°3—6, in

favour of working the Act whole-heartedly in the interests

of maximum efficiency. Meanwhile, will you kindly sit down

and write out exactly what you meant by the unification of

London education? ” Here is the slip he presently handed

to me:

What we had dimly in view from the outset, although this was only

gradually formulated, was the desirability of bringing about, so far as

London’s vast population was concerned, a three-fold unity of educa-

tional activity. It seemed necessary, if any substantial progress was to

be made, to unify the government of London education, placing all of

it under the direction of a single elected municipal organisation. It

was equally important to bring all grades and kinds of educational

institutions, literary and technical, academic and professional, ele-

mentary and secondary, university and postgraduate, into harmonious

co-operation with one another, for what was, after all, a dominant

purpose which they had in common. These two unities, horizontal

and vertical, involved essentially problems and methods of administra-

tion. A third, and some would say, a more important unification to

effect, concerned the substance and method of education, that of com-

bining teaching with research, “ pure ” science with applied, intellectual

development with artistic expression, instruction with training for life.

1899

For the first six months after our return to England, 1 we

had to separate. Whilst I settled down in one provincial town

1 The return home from their nine months’ tour abroad. See p. 1450. (Ed.)
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diseases of the soul any more than they are for the diseases of the body.

We need the expert here as elsewhere. Religion, to my mind, should

consist in the highest metaphysic, music and ritual, and mental hygiene.

And I desire that the national life should have its consciously religious

side. If, as a state, we are purely rationalistic and selfish in our motives

and aims, we shall degrade the life of the individuals who compose the

state. I should desire the Church to become the home of national

communal aspirations as well as of the endeavour of the individual

towards a better personal life. Meanwhile, I prefer the present Church,

with all its faults, to blank materialism or competitive sectarianism.

To this short essay on Dr. Creighton, I add a more

definite statement of my own outlook on life in the early

years of the twentieth century.

January 25/A, 1901.—Reading Leslie Stephen’s Utilitarians.

Always interesting to compare one’s own point of view with that of

one’s parents! For Bentham was certainly Sidney’s intellectual god-

father; and though I have never read a word of him, his teaching was

transmitted through Herbert Spencer’s very utilitarian system of ethics,

and his method through Spencer’s deductive reasoning from certain

primary assumptions. How has the position of the disciples shifted

from that of their past teachers?

First, we agree that human action must be judged by its results in

bringing about certain defined ends. There is no other sanction that we

care to accept but results,/ though we should be inclined to give,

perhaps, a wider meaning to results. For instance, the formation of a

noble character, the increase of intellectual faculty, stimulus to sense

of beauty, sense of conduct, even sense of humour, are all ends that we
should regard as “ sanctioning ” action; quite apart from whether they

produce happiness of one or all, or none. We altogether reject the

“ happiness of the greatest number ” as a definition of our own end,

though other persons are perfectly at liberty to adopt it as theirs. I

reject it, because I have no clear vision of what I mean by happiness,

or what other people mean by it. If happiness means physical enjoy-

ment, it is an end which does not recommend itself to me—certainly

not as the sole end. I prefer to define my end as the increase in the

community of certain faculties and desires which I happen to like

—

love, truth, beauty and humour. Again, I have a certain vision of the

sort of human relationships that I like and those that I dislike. But

we differ from the Benthamites in thinking that it is necessary that we

should all agree as to ends, or that these can be determined by any

science. We believe that ends, ideals, are all what may be called in a
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large way questions of taste ” and we like a society in which there
is a considerable variety in these tastes.

Science and the scientific method can be applied, not to the dis-
covery of a right end, but to a discovery of a right way ofgetting to any
particular ends. And here it seems to me the Benthamites fell lament-
ably short in their understanding of the scientific method. They ignored
the whole process of verification. They deduced their ways of arriving
at their own particular end—human happiness—from certain ele-
mentary observations of human nature: but they never sought to test
this “order of thought ” by the “ order of things They never asked,
Is it so? Now they were right in taking as their premiss an observation
of human motive; they were right in forming a hypothesis deduced
from this premiss. Where they went wrong, and most perniciously
wrong, was in never attempting to verify and correct their hypothesis,
and by this verification to discover other premises. Hence, they omitted
from their calculation some of the most powerful impulses of human
nature, reverence for mystery, admiration for moral beauty, longing
for the satisfaction of an established expectation, custom and habit,
tradition, sense of humour, sense of honour, passionate longing for
truth, loyalty—besides a host of mean vanities and impulses none of
which produce happiness or aim at producing it, but are just blind
impulses.

February ()th.—Met Lord Rosebery at Haldane’s again: Asquith,
W. P. Reeves, Prof. Hewins, Prof. Massie and ourselves made up the
party. I sat next to the great man who was gracious and less self-
conscious than last time. But the entertainment was a futile business:
we talked and laughed—“ showed off we never got anywhere near
a useful discussion on questions in which we were interested. Prof.
Hewins, Sidney and I had hoped to talk about the School with Lord
Rosebery who is probably to be President, but we got nowhere near it.

He is a strange capricious creature, always posing to himselfand others,
anxious only to attain right expression. I was angry with myself after-
wards, and was strangely enough a bit vexed at being the only lady!
That would not have mattered had we talked seriously—but in mere
light banter—“ the eternal feminine ” will intrude, and in that case
one likes companionship!

But, undoubtedly, our excursions into “ society ” advance the
interests of the School. We are to have a meeting at the Mansion House
with the Lord Mayor in the chair; Lord Rosebery to make a great
pronouncement in favour of commercial education in the abstract and
the School in the concrete, Lord Rothschild to act as treasurer and
other great persons to play up—the whole intended to raise a building
and endowment fund for the School. All this is Haldane’s doing, partly
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out of friendship for us, partly because he wants to interest his chief in

uncompromising advance movements. Also, he delights in intrigue, and

is amusing himself with putting into one company the most unlikely

co-workers. An institution which has united as its supporters ourselves,

Rosebery, Rothschild, the Bishop of London and the Fabian Society,

is just the sort of mixed party which Haldane revels in. “ My dear

Hewins,” said Haldane, “ you ignore the personal factor in politics.”

For Hewins, though he willingly accepts the result, does not wholly

like this “ society ” development.

And, in truth, it has its unpleasant side. It is much wholesomer to

win by hard work than by these capricious gusts of fancy in great folk.

I feel that I am skating on rotten ice which might suddenly give way
under me. I am not afraid of losing the support of the “ personages ”,

because one does not count on its continuance and takes gratefully all

one can get, knowing that it will come to an end. What I do fear is

weakness in my own nature: incapacity to keep my intellect and heart

set on our own work, undistracted by personal vanity or love of

admiration. Fortunately, Sidney is absolutely single-minded. But, like

Hewins, he does not quite like it.

March 8th .—Brilliant victory at the L.C.C. election. For the last

three or four months (indeed since October) Sidney has been organising

the election: writing the election literature, insinuating articles in the

press, gathering up the Progressive forces all through London, as well

as engineering the Deptford fight. We fully expected to lose seats in

London, and a portion of our own Deptford majority. But the Water
Companies, at the last moment, won our battle for us by their proposed

water regulations. 1 Directly these appeared we knew the tide was in

our favour; the only problem was to make it flow as swiftly as possible.

Hence the articles contributed to all the halfpenny press, so that by the

election day, every “ halfpenny ” was on our side and even the Daily

Telegraph came out in our support! Still, the sweeping majority for

the Progressives means that the London elector has confidence in the

old gang which has now ruled London for twelve years; and that, in

spite of the fact that the old gang are exclusively Radicals, whilst the

vast majority of electors are Tories. It is a striking testimony to the

industry and capacity ofa small body ofadministrators. The Moderates,

on the other hand, are mediocrities, the larger number of them will

not work; as a party they suffer from the same fatal defect as the

Liberal Party in national politics; the majority of them have un-

1 These regulations imposed new and highly unpopular restrictions on what was
already an inadequate water supply in many working-class districts. “ Vote for
Monopoly and Bung— Unionist Candidates for the L.C.C. ”, ran a Progressive election

pastor. (Ed.)
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popular convictions and run away from them. To have unpopular

convictions is bad enough : to run away from them is fatal.

And now that the election is over, we can at last turn to the book.

I have already begun to sort both the material and my ideas for our

country sojourn. I am not satisfied with myself, but hope to be more

so after a course of country air and exercise and concentration on our

subject. London life, with its constant clash of personalities—its attrac-

tions and repulsions, its manipulations and wire-pulling, is distracting

and somewhat unwholesome. And this last year I seem to have passed

into an emotional and imaginative phase, which, whilst it gives me a

certain magnetic effect on others, knocks me to pieces myself. Indeed,

I am becoming mediumistic. Country life and intellectual concentra-

tion will, I trust, bring back a saner frame of mind. Brainwork is a

wonderful specific against the manifold forms of hysteria.

March 22nd.—Our long-planned meeting at the Mansion House

came off yesterday. As far as we were concerned, there was no hitch

in the arrangement. But, from Lord Rosebery’s black looks when he

came on the platform, something had evidently gone wrong, and after-

wards we gathered that he had intended making the meeting an

occasion to answer the somewhat futile remarks of Lord Salisbury on

commercial education, but the Lord Mayor had intimated that such

a course would be undesirable and that Lord Rosebery had, therefore,

found himself cut off from the most effective part of his speech. It was

not an able pronouncement but it sufficed, and has been a great

advertisement for the School. Haldane spoke with real enthusiasm, and

Harvey (of Glyn Mills) with knowledge of the subject. Lord Roths-

child was unable to come but heads the contributions with £5000. The

whole affair is an audacious advertisement and appeal. It will be a

marvel if it does not provoke an attack on the management and teach-

ing of the School. We are sufficiently firmly seated in the saddle to risk

it. I feel that now we have done our utmost to give the School an

independent life, it is time that it toddled out of our nursery and to

some extent took its own line. Sidney is now turning his mind to the

University and has drafted a scheme for its complete reorganisation as

a great centre of applied science.

And now we can, or at any rate I can, turn my thoughts wholly to

the book. Fortunately, my mind has become clear of the romancing

which perturbed it a few weeks ago. One of those strange and mysteri-

ous alternations which go on seemingly uncaused in our mental life

—

a sudden regaining of complete control over thought and feeling and a

positive desire to concentrate all mental energy on intellectual work.

It is as if a hidden influence had been withdrawn and the mind again

moved freely. But the mere physical exhaustion of London life prevents
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